linicians and academicians agree thal fieldwork links theory with practice, The imporlance of the fieldwork experience is also evidenced by its conlinuous inclusion in the American Occu pational Therapy Association (AOTA) Essentials for an Approved Educational Program for Occupational Therapists from 1923 to the present (AOTA, 1983) , While the Association has developed a structure and guidelines for Level II fieldwork, the Level I experience has received less attention from the national level. Level I fieldwork, which is broadly defined, is intended to be responsive to the needs and resources of each academic program, The 1983 AOTA Essentials describe Level I fieldwork as experiences designed to be an integral part of the didactic courses for the purpose of directed observation and participation in selected fieldwork settings (AOTA, 1984) Personnel qualified to supervise Level I students includes occupational therapy staff, teachers, social workers, public health nurses, ministers, probation officers, and physical therapists, Fieldwork objectives are to be developed collaboratively by academic and fieldwork educators, Major variables that occur in the delivery of Level I fieldwork are in the academic curriculum and in fieldwork supervision, The variations that occur in individual academic programs' institutional mission, organization, resources, and philosophical base influence curriculum design and the delivery pattern of all courses, including Level I fieldwork. The availability of personnel to supervise students is also a primary factor in determining the character of the Level I experience, This diversity in academic programs makes it difficult to generalize about the educational management of Level I fieldwork beyond limited geographical regions, The issue of educational management is complicated further when several schools share fieldwork sites, Thus it has become increasingly difficult to negoliate the delivery of Level I fieldwork in a manner that will meet the needs of academic programs, fieldwork programs, and students, Leonardelli and Caruso (986) indicated that if academic and fieldwork educators became aware of and understOod each other's objectives, they would be closer to making Level I fieldwork a more satisfying experience, The purpose of this investigation was to contribute to the clarification of the purpose of Level I fieldwork by identifying and statistically analyzing the valued choices of academic faculty members, fieldwork supervisors, and students within one geographic area,
Literature Review
The literature on Level I fieldwork, model programs, and fieldwork supervision is not extensive One of the studies that contributed to the understanding of Level
The AmericanJournal oj' Occupational Therapy I fieldwork was conducted by Leonardclli and Caruso (986) In this study, academic and fieldwork educators were surveyed to identify their preferences in fieldwork objectives, responsibility for management of the fieldwork experience, and scheduling patterns. Also included were 4uestions on cost-effectiveness and the potential usefulness of uniform objectives and evaluations. The ranking of objectives reflected differences in opinion between academic and fieldwork educators: Academic educators focused on students' needs, and fieldwork educators were more responsive to patients' needs. Respondents did not identify a preferred scheduling pattern. The level of concern about cost-benefit and provision of quality supervision rose in direct proportion to the number of schools using the center as a Level I fieldwork site. The availability of continuing education, access to school resources, in-services, and clinical and research consultation was identified as compensation that could help offset cost-benefit concerns. The development of uniform objectives and an evaluation instrument received both support and criticism. Although it was thought that uniform objectives would proVide more consistency in determining expectations for students' performances and have the potential to serve as gUidelines, they were also considered to be too general or too restrictive for some fieldwork sites. Fieldwork educators who supervised students from several schools supported the development of a uniform evaluation. However, they expressed concern that a uniform evaluation might be too general, not objective, and not able to measure performance accurately.
Alternative models of fieldwork have been described by several authors. The development of a Level I placement in a federal correctional institution was discussed by Platt, Martell, and Clements (977) The placement was developed by occupational therapy faculty members, and the program was staffed by students working under faculty supervision. Students showed gains in the areas of personal resourceful· ness, group leadership skills, and ability to identify clients' needs. They also learned to identify the role of occupational therapy within the context of the in· stitution and experienced the satisfaction and challenges of clinical practice.
Several models of Level I fieldwork that used students as program staff working under the direction of occupational therapy faculty supervisors have also been reported (Kramer, 1985; Cole, 1985; and Kim· ball, 1983) . The program presented by Kramer was located in college-based demonstration classes on communication for handicapped children. Students developed competency in the follOWing areas: begin· ning skills in evaluation, data analysis, treatment planning and intervention, writing behavioral goals, and interacting with other professionals. Cole's pro· gram was located in a Veterans Administration hospital. This program proVided students with an exposure to a disabled population and the opportunity to practice evaluation and treatment techniques and documentation skills. In Kimball's model, the rationale and procedure for developing a community occupational therapy clinic was discussed. Level I experiences were offered in the areas of pediatrics, physical disabilities, psychosocial dysfunction, and blindness.
Nontraditional, community-based fieldwork programs have been described in two articles. In the first study, Cromwell and Kielhofner (1976) presented a model of training that prepares students for community practice. Students were assigned to human services programs that did not proVide occupational therapy services. They gathered data about the agency and used the information to design an actiVity-focused program that met health needs. SuperVision was shared by members of the academic faculty and agency personnel. In the second study, a practicum experience in a camp for diabetic children was de· scribed (Gill, Clark, Hendrickson, & Mason, 1974) . Students were able to apply their knowledge of growth and development, define the role of occupational therapy in a nontraditional setting, and learn about childhood diabetes.
Three sequentially oriented fieldwork experiences were designed by the occupational therapy faculty at the University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston (1981) . Faculty members structured learning experiences to move from simple to complex taxonomic levels and thus proVide a sequential orienta· tion to clinical practice.
Studies by Christie, Joyce, and Moeller (1985a, 1985b) confirmed the importance of the fieldwork supervisor as a role model in the development of professional behavior at both levels of fieldwork. Beginning and experienced fieldwork supervisors differed in supervisory style. New supervisors felt the need to control all aspects of clinical learning and preferred a rigidly structured fieldwork program that was applied to all students regardless of individual need. In contrast, experienced fieldwork supervisors recognized that students share some responSibility for the success or failure of the clinical learning experience. They also realized the importance of assessing the needs of the individual student and adjusting the structure of the fieldwork experience to meet these needs. Christie et al. also found that fieldwork supervisors' flexibility seemed to increase with experience and appeared to be directly related to their increased confidence in their abilities as student supervisors. Another finding was that student growth was facilitated by open communication, good interpersonal skills, and a supportive, caring environment.
Methods rank, in descending order, their 10 most valued choices from the list of 24 proposed objectives. After A questionnaire was used to collect information on field testing, the questionnaire was mailed to all 27 perceptions of the purpose of Level I fieldwork.
academic faculty members in Wisconsin and all 136 Questionnaire items were developed by a group of 50 occupational therapy fieldwork supervisors that prooccupational therapy academic and fieldwork educavide a Level I fieldwork experience to Wisconsin octors during a brainstorming exercise designed to procupational therapy students. The questionnaire was duce a number of Level I fieldwork objectives. The then distributed to 49 University of Wisconsin-Mileducators, working in small groups, generated indiwaukee senior occupational therapy students. Their vidual, written lists of objectives that were shared verresponses to each item were tabulated by frequency, bally and pooled to form a master list. When the massummed, and analyzed. The mean scores for each ter lists from each group were combined, 24 objecitem were computed and compared between groups tives were identified. These proposed objectives using a two-tailed independent t test at the .05 level of clustered around the following categories (a) objecsignificance. tives related to student involvement in the occupational therapy treatment process, (b) items concernResults ing students' understanding of the clinical program and the facility, (c) objectives focusing on the role of Nineteen of the 27 academic faculty members (70%), the occupational therapist, and (d) items associated 71 of the 136 fieldwork supervisors (52%), and 46 of with students' growth as emerging health profesthe 49 students (93%) completed and returned the sionals.
questionnaire. Two academic faculty members and 10 Questionnaire respondents were instructed to fieldwork supervisors returned unranked question- 
8.
Orientation to the treatment philosophy of the facility 9.
0ppoflunity to observe continuity of care.
10.
Develop a beginning awareness of patterns of practice in occupational therapy delivery systems. 7 6 11. Observe interdisciplinary cooperation. 12.
Exposure to a disabled population.
8
13.
Exposure to the scope of the facility.
Role of the Occupational Therapist

14.
Observe role model of OTR-COTA interaction. 15.
Observe role model of therapist-client interaction.
3 8
16.
Observation of a role model of lifelong learning and recognition that occupational therapy practice is a dynamic process. 17.
Opportunity for observation of professionalism.
Student'S Growth as Emerging Health ProfeSSionals
18.
Provide opponunities for the student to observe problem solving in practice situations and to 9 5 begin to develop his/her own style and fleXibility. 19.
Receive feedback on beginning strengths and weaknesses in professional behavior. Provide a screening/counseling process for students regarding Level II fieldwork and career choices. 22. 0ppoflunity for the student to identify specific interests and skills. 23.
Provide opponunities for students to explore their feelings about their interactions with 4 7 10 patients and their reaction to the observed practice of occupational therapy. 24.
Opportunity for the student to start focusing on others, with less concern for how others are affecting him-or herself and mare concern for his or her own impact on others.
Note. AF = Academic faculty; n = 19. FWS = Fieldwork superVisors; n = 71. S = Students; n = 46.
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naires; their comments indicated that they felt all the objectives were valuable. The results of the questionnaire are summarized in Table 1 . Of the top ten objecrives chosen by each group, the top five for both faculty members 3nd fieldwork supervisors as well 3S the top six for students were in the category of student involvement in the occupational therapy treatment process. Students did not include 3ny objectives in the category of understanding the clinical program and the facility in their rankings.
In order to determine whether or not there was a significant difference in the perceptions of the pur· pose of Level I fieldwork between faculty members, fieldwork supervisors, and students, the me3n scores of e3ch rank-ordered item on the 24-item list were computed for each group 3nd compared between groups using a two·t3iled independent t test at the .05 level of significance. At this level, the critical value of twas 1.960. Items with fewer th3n five responses from any group were not compared. The results of the comparison are presented in 1'3ble 2.
Academic 3nd fieldwork faculty respondents dif fered Significantly in their perceptions of the purpose of Level I fieldwork in only two areas. The former group placed a higher value than the latter group on Item 19, "Receive feedback on beginning strengths and weaknesses in professional behavior." Although neither group ranked Item 7, "Opportunity to develop a treatment plan," statistically fieldwork supervisor respondents valued this item more than academic faculty respondents.
There were significant differences between academic faculty and student perceptions on six items. Academic respondents valued tbe follOWing items more than student respondents: Item 1, "Develop an awareness of the patient as a whole person," Item 10, "Develop a beginning awareness of patterns of practice in occupational therapy delivery systems," Item 20, "Participate in supervisor/supervisee relationship and experience working out communication and person31ity differences," and Item 23, "Provide opportunities for students to explore their feelings about their interactions with patients and their re3ction to the observed practice of occupational therapy. Stuclent respondents valued Item 5, "Introduction to evaluation and treatment techniques," significantly more than did academic faClilty respondents. Again, even though academic faculty respondents did not rank Item 7, "Opportunity to develop a treatment pI3n," as a preferred choice, statistically students valued this item more than did faculty members. Fieldwork supervisor respondents also differed from student respondents on six items. The former group valued the follOWing items more than the latter group: Item 1, "Develop an awareness of the patient as a whole person," Item 10, "Develop a beginning awareness of patterns of practice in occupational ther· 3PY delivery systems," Item 20, "Participate in super· visor/supervisee relationship and experience working out communication and personality differences," 3nd Item 24, "Opportunity for the student to start focusing on others, with less concern for how others are affecting him-or herself and more concern for his or her own impact on others." There was a statistically signific3nt difference between groups on Item 24, even though it was not ranked by either group. Two items, Item 3, "Provide hands-on experience with patients," and Item 19, "Receive feedback on beginning strengths and weaknesses in professional behavior," were valued more by student respondents than by fieldwork supervisor respondents.
Discussion
Since this study was limited to Wisconsin, the results cannot be generalized to other geographical areas. However, the high rate of response from all groups surveyed proVides a strong indication of perceptions and values associated with Level r fieldwork in this region. Use of the methodology and findings from this study can serve as a basis for studies in other geographical regions. Additional limitations included the small number of students represented in this study and the pOSSibility that a response bias may have been created by surveying students from only one academic program. The students' emphasis on ranking clinical skills as priority items may have been due to anxiety <Jbout their impending Level II affiliations. The use of multiple t tests increases the experimental error rate and the probability of error in the interpretation of the sign ificance of the resul ts (Ottenbacher, 1983 ) Therefore, il is suggested that statistical findings under the adjusted rate of 2.576, using the formula 1 -[0 -a)c], should be viewed cautiously (Ottenbacher, 1983) The major conclusion of this investigation W3S th3t there is strong agreement, particularly between academic faculty memhers and fieldwork supervisors, on the purpose of Level I fieldwork_ All three groups gave highest value to objectives associated with students' involvement in the occupation31 therapy treatment process. This involvement inclucles opportunities for observation and active participation in the treatment of p<ltieots Findings indicate that academic faculty members need to consider ways to integrate treatment planning into the design of Level I fieldwork, and fieldwork supervisors should explore alternatives for proViding feedback to students on professional behavior. Orientation to the treatment philosophy of the facility and exposure to the scope of the facility were perceived JS having low v<llue and priority by all three groups. This would indicate that time spent in orienting students could be reduced and that this could perhaps be accomplished through the use of Videotapes <md readings.
There is evidence to indicate thal students' perceptions of the purpose of Level I fieldwork differ from the perceptions of <lcademic and fieldwork educators Students are concerned with learning the skills of clinical pr3etice. They want 3nd expect hands-on experience, not just observation Fieldwork supervisors should be aware thdt students' primary objectives are to practice and receive feedback on clin icaJ skills and to observe clinici3ns in action Additionally, modeling 3nd c03ching should be used to help students Jearn to focus on the needs of patients.
Developmentally, Levell students are looking for professional growth Jnd prefer receiving feedback on their performance over participating in all aspects of the supervisory re la tiollshi p. The high va lue placed on feedback echoes the findings of Christie et al 0985b) regarding the importance of communication in the supervision of fieldwork education and the need to provide regular, timely, and constructive feedback. Students are e,lger to acqu ire psychomotor skills 3nd strengthen their identities as health professionals; they 3re not as interested in the overall aspects Jf the fieldwork experience, including the need to tredt the whole person, to underst<lnd the tredtmer,t philosophy of the facility, ancl to learn the patterns of occupational therapy practice. Academic and fieldwork educ3tors can help students bridge this gap by reinforcing these concepts both in the classroom and during fieldwork supervision In t lis study, gathering data from three distinct sources was ao important factor in clarifying the purpose of Level I fieldwork. Students' values may not always be considered in decisions on fieldwork. In fieldwork councils, students 3nd academic faculty members are in the minority, and their voices and values may he lost in the majority vote. In other situa tions, fieldwork educators m,l")' not be equally represented in discussions with academic bculty members. By analyzing the responses from these three separate groups, the opinions of each group are c13rified and pathways for working together 3re identified. Decisions regarding Levell fieldwork 3re frequently made by small groups of people who represent larger constituencies. In these situations verbal skills, 3ssertive-ness, persuasiveness, 3nd the power and status of incHvidual group members may 3ffect other group members' objectivity and intluence group deciSIOn making. By surveying the perceptions and values of the groups involved in Levell fieldwork, the variables and constraints of the group decision making process are eliminated In addition, the process brings objectivity and breadth to the examination of the purpose of the fieldwork experience.
Summary
Despite the difficulties in the delivery of Level I ficldwmk, it is of critical import,l11ce to this segment of occupational ther<lpy education that academic faculty members, fieldwork supervisors, and students look beyond their differences, perceive each others' needs, and work together toward strengthening the Levell experience. Identifying and understanding the values and concerns of all groups associated with this level of fieldwork is the first step Replications of this study in other geogr3phical areas are recommended as follow-up Mutuzllunderswncling can be 3chieved jf findings of this and similar studies are used by fieldwork councils, in negotiations between schools and fieldwork centers, 3nd in the prepar3tion of students for fieldwork. Cooperative elfort by all groups associated with Level 1 fieldwork will improve and strengthen this experience.
